Abstract: In this paper we discuss Slovenian ditransitive sentences with respect to the two possible word orders of the objects found with neutral intonation, DAT≫ACC and ACC≫DAT. We follow the idea in the Gračanin-Yuksek (2006) paper on Croatian that these two word orders instantiate different structures. In Slovenian, the DAT≫ACC order has an applicative structure (either high or low), while the ACC≫DAT is a prepositional dative construction. The applicative analysis provides a novel argument for this type of analysis. Other supporting arguments examined are scope properties, binding of possessives, the possibility of the causative reading, non-contrastive focus and heavy NP shift, and properties of idioms.
Introduction
In Slovenian, ditransitive sentences show ambiguity with respect to the low and high applicative reading as defined in the Pylkkänen (2002; framework. Both readings are available with send-and throw-type verbs; however, give-type verbs exclude the high and appear with the low applicative reading only, suggesting that the availability of applicative meanings is linked to the inherent meaning of the verb in the VP. In this paper we discuss the existence of an additional constraint on high applicative readings.
This other restriction appears to be tied to different surface word orders in ditransitive sentences. Gračanin-Yuksek (2006) shows for Croatian, which has what appears to be an identical set of possible word orders, that these are linked to two different ditransitive constructions that behave like the English prepositional dative (PDC hereafter) and double object (DOC hereafter) constructions. In the same vein the different Slovenian word orders are analyzed in Stegovec (to appear) (repeated in this paper) with standard tests for c-command asymmetries (Barss-Lasnik 1986; Larson 1988; Pesetsky 1995) , frozen scope relations (Aoun-Li 1989; Bruening 2001) , and the availability of causative readings (Oehrle 1976; Gračanin-Yuksek 2006) . The tests indicate that the dative ≫ accusative (DAT ≫ ACC) word order is an applicative construction, while the accusative ≫ dative (ACC ≫ DAT) has a structure similar to an English PDC.
Our proposal is that the DAT ≫ ACC word order is-except with give-type verbs-ambiguous between the low and the high applicative, while in ACC ≫ DAT, a Slovenian analogue of the PDC, which is normally tied to a meaning closer to the low applicative, the high applicative reading is unavailable. The paper is organized as follows. In section 2 the basic Slovenian ditransitive word orders are put through standard tests for different ditransitive constructions and the possibility of derivation through A-scrambling is examined. Section 3 contains a description of the main characteristics of Slovenian applicative constructions (3.1) and then links them to the three ditransitive word orders (3.2). Section 4 deals with some remaining issues: 4.1 comparing our analysis of Slovenian ditransitives with a similar proposal for Czech in Dvořák (2010) 
The three Slovenian ditransitive word orders
In this section we show that Slovenian has at least two ditransitive constructions, which are manifested syntactically through the surface order of the direct and indirect object. The word order in Slovenian ditransitive sentences appears to be relatively free; however, the three word orders in (1) Following the non-derivational/polysemy approach to dative alternation (Oehrle 1976; Jackendoff 1990; Pesetsky 1995 and similar work), we assume that different dative constructions have distinct underlying structures and are not transformationally related. If this is correct, the different word orders should exhibit c-command asymmetries as well as differences in meaning.
Binding of possessives
In Barss-Lasnik (1986); Larson (1988) 2 and Pesetsky (1995) The proposed c-command relations for the examples in (2) are exemplified in (3) below. In terms of c-command relations the DAT ≫ ACC word order (3a-b) mirrors the English DOC, while the ACC ≫ DAT (3c) mirrors the PDC. But this alone does not rule out an A-scrambling analysis, since it predicts the same binding relations as two distinct constructions. 4 Following McGinnis (1999), A-scrambling is A-movement and can feed binding when the bound pronoun is embedded in an object nominal phrase. It, however, violates binding when the reflexive anaphor is itself the object, as seen in her examples from Georgian in (4) below.
tions of the two objects. This, however, has no bearing on our claim, since at this point we are only showing that the three Slovenian constructions are not instances of optionalĀ-scrambling, which would not change binding relations. 3 We use Goal in this paper as an umbrella term for Goal, Recipient as well as Beneficiary in cases where the more fine grained semantic distinctions between them are irrelevant. 4 We thank one of the anonymous reviewers for pointing this out to us. This contrast cannot be shown in Slovenian ditransitive constructions, since Slovenian reflexive pronouns only bind with subjects. Other constructions are also problematic due to the lack of objects with nominative case. And if the moved constituent is the anaphoric one, as in (5) The sentence in (6b) below, derived from (6a), is a potential case of A-scrambling feeding binding.
Acta
(a When applied to Slovenian, with an idiomatic expression consisting of a verb and direct object, the sentence is ungrammatical when the object is just scrambled over the subject clause-internally as in (8b). And even if other adjustments are made to the word order, the sentence remains at most borderline grammatical as in (8c) and (8d). 6 It is the same with the embedded clause-(8f) is completely ungrammatical, and there is no literal/idiomatic interpretation distinction. While the failure of the tests above cannot in itself prove that the different word orders in Slovenian ditransitive sentences are not derived by A-scrambling, it does show: (a) that standard tests for it are mostly inapplicable to Slovenian, and (b) if Slovenian does allow A-scrambling, it is only present in ditransitive constructions, since other potential instances display further changes in meaning and intonation usually not associated with A-scrambling. We therefore believe that assuming distinct base constructions instead of derivation by A-scrambling is the simpler solution that introduces less language specific theoretical machinery and is thus preferable. 7
Frozen scope
In English, ditransitive constructions can be distinguished with regard to the difference in the scope of quantifiers in the direct and indirect object. As discussed in Aoun-Li (1989) and Bruening (2001) , scope is frozen in DOCs, where only the surface reading of quantifiers is possible, and free in PDCs, where two readings are possible. From the examples in (9) we can see that Slovenian ditransitives behave the same way. Like the DOC, the order DAT ≫ ACC in (9a) and (9b) allows only the surface reading, with the scope of the existential quantifier over the universal quantifier, while in ACC ≫ DAT (9c), like in the PDC, both possible readings are allowed.
According to some analyses of free scope in PDCs (Pesetsky 1995) , scope is free because the Theme originates in a position c-commanded by the Goal and rises above it, free scope resulting from the ability of the Theme to reconstruct to its original position. However, Bruening (2001) notes that this explanation is problematic from the point of view of interpretation as reconstruction would not be possible under his analysis, because the quantifier would not be interpretable in a position below the Goal.
The other possibility by which free scope in (9c) could be explained with a transformational approach would be to say that free scope is a consequence of the property of the existential quantifier to take scope over other quantifiers. If the Theme originated below the Goal, the existential quantifier could still take scope over the universal one in the Goal.
This can easily be shown not to be the case, since if we replace the existential quantifier with a different one, free scope is retained in the ACC ≫ DAT word order: We offer no new explanation for the free scope in PDCs, we merely show that the Slovenian ditransitive construction represented by the word order ACC ≫ DAT behaves the same way in terms of scope relations as the English PDC, and contrasts the same way with DAT ≫ ACC as the PDC does with the DOC.
Causative reading
Not all ditransitive constructions allow a causative reading (as noted by Oehrle 1976 and Gračanin-Yuksek 2006) . (11a) is understood as 'the presentation caused John's headache', while (11b) can only be understood the same way if to John is interpreted as somehow marked, the DOC being the unmarked ditransitive construction when expressing this type of causative relationship. In the following Slovenian examples, only the DAT ≫ ACC word order examples in (12a-b) allow a causative reading, while ACC ≫ DAT (12c) does not. However, the construction in (12c) is acceptable, when it describes a physical transfer or end-up-at relationship as in (12d), where the the Fourth Symphony can be understood only as the papers with the sheet music for the composition.
Interaction with non-contrastive focus and heavy NP shift
It was mentioned at the beginning of this section that word order in Slovenian ditransitives is relatively free, and it mostly varies due to topicalization, focus and similar processes. The purpose of this subsection is to show how certain of these processes affect the results of the tests used so far. Živanović (2007; 2008) notes that constituents bearing non-contrastive focus appear at the right edge of the sentence in Slovenian. Non-contrastive focus is often the answer to a question, and the best way to identify it is by using full answers to questions.
Under his analysis no movement is employed, avoiding rightward adjunction (Kayne 1994) , remnant movement or the implementation of a [Focus] feature (Neeleman-van de Koot 2007) , instead opting for a PF process that can with minor parametrization predict different language specific types of non-contrastive focus. For Slovenian, the process is essentially PF deletion not unlike the one used for the analysis of gapping, as in (13) Of course these sentences can also represent focused counterparts of ditransitive sentences with the same superficial word order. But the possibility of svoj binding with the Goal in (15a) and the availability of free scope (16b), neither present in non-focused sentences with the same word order, show that an analysis where the focused object's underlying position is above the other object is possible. The fact that some speakers get readings such as those in (15b) and (16a) also strongly supports this analysis. And so does the evidence from (17), where if the dative object's underlying position was the same as the surface one, the causative reading would not be possible. So in order to get this reading, Angliji must be interpreted as originating above the accusative object.
Heavy NP shift is also an apparent rightward movement, but whereas for sentences with focus, speakers more readily provide judgments consistent with a reversed order of Theme and Goal, with heavy NP shift, speakers tend to reanalyze the underlying DAT ≫ ACC as ACC ≫ DAT and vice versa. This can be analyzed as constituent "weight" influencing the speakers' choice of ditransitive construction when different ones are possible with the same meaning. In such cases, the presumably "costly" heavy NP shift is avoided.
So if causative reading is only possible with the construction expressed by the DAT ≫ ACC word order, reanalysis would cause the sentence to be interpreted literally. Causative reading can thus only be retained when the sentence is perceived as having an underlying DAT ≫ ACC order, as in (17), appearing as ACC ≫ DAT due to heavy NP shift. The examples in (18) Just as with causative meaning, reanalysis is not possible if the sentence is to have a non-contextual interpretation of the adjective drugačen. We do not make any claims about the nature of heavy NP shift, but in regards with it behaving the same way as non-contrastive focus in Slovenian, a PF process analysis is not out of the question as an alternative tō A-scrambling or Light Predicate Raising.
We return to focus and heavy NP shift in the next section when we show how it interacts with high and low applicative meaning.
Word order and the high and low applicative readings

The two applicative meanings/structures in Slovenian
In this part we show how an analysis of Slovenian ditransitive sentences in terms of Pylkkänen's high and low applicatives provides a further argument for the structures that we propose in Table 1 . Here we also spell out the tree structures for Slovenian low applicatives (DOC equivalent), high applicatives and PDCs and discuss their properties.
Slovenian ditransitive sentences can receive two possible interpretations, as shown in Marvin (2009) and exemplified in (21) below. In the first interpretation of (21), where the dative object is the (intended) recipient of the direct object 'letter', the structure proposed is (21a), the so-called low applicative as in Pylkkänen (2002; . This interpretation is equivalent to the English DOC. In the second interpretation of (21) (non-existent in English), where the dative object is the beneficiary of the event of sending the letter (but not a recipient of the letter), the structure proposed is Pylkkänen's high applicative, (21b). 8 Some further examples that show the same ambiguity are given in (22). 9,10 8 We take the semantics of the low and high applicative heads to be as proposed in Pylkkänen (2002; and taken up by Bosse et al. (to appear) for the high applicative benefactive head. 9 We follow Pylkkänen's analysis in terming low applied arguments as bearing a transfer-of-possession relation to the direct object. That includes also low applied arguments of the verbs such as bake, whose dative argument is termed 'beneficiary' in some literature, e.g., Rappaport Hovav-Levin (2005) . Here, we use the term beneficiary only for what we believe are 'true' benefactive arguments, the high applied arguments. 10 In our paper we use the division into high and low applicatives as in Pylkkänen (2002; , though it should be noted that her analysis does not account for several properties observed in different languages and also suffers from certain problematic logical implications. To begin with the low applicative, her analysis separates the indirect object argument from the event structure of the verb, which results in logical consequences that are problematic for her proposal (implications in coordinated sentences); this is shown in Larson (2010) . This problem can be avoided as for example in Bruening (2010b) , where what corresponds to Pylkkä-nen's low applicative has essentially the same structure as her high applicative, but a different semantics. As to her high applicative, Bosse et al. (to appear) argues convincingly that Pylkkänen's definition of the high applicative is too coarse; the paper introduces four different types of non-selected arguments (external possessor construction, benefactive construction, attitude holder, affected Binetu sem spekel torto. Bine.dat aux.1sg baked cake.acc 'I baked Bine a cake.' or 'I baked a cake for Bine/instead of Bine.' (b) Binetu sem vrgel žogo na streho. Bine.dat aux1sg thrown ball.acc on roof 'I threw Bine (who was on the roof) the ball.' or 'I threw the ball onto the roof for Bine (who was not on the roof).' (c) Telefoniral sem mu na Japonsko. phoned aux1sg cl.3sg.m.dat to Japan.acc 'I phoned him to Japan.' or 'I phoned someone in Japan for him.' experiencer), which all pass the diagnostics for Pylkkänen's high applicatives. Despite this criticism, Bosse et al. (to appear) keeps the exact structure and semantics as Pylkkänen's high applicative for one of their four constructions, the benefactive construction (and this is the high applicative discussed in this paper). For a critical assessment of Pylkkänen (2002; see also Boneh-Nash (2011) . In our paper, we acknowledge the problems with Pylkkänen's analysis, but still keep her opposition between the low and the high applicative, because we believe that such basic distinction suffices for the purpose of this paper and the potential changes in this respect do not affect the claims with respect to the word order and the opposition between the applicative constructions and the PDC that we are trying to show exists in Slovenian. The high applicative head is sensitive to lexical class; there appears to be a selectional relationship between HAppl head and the verb in the complement in the sense that HAppl bans verbs with the only caused possession meaning component (the so-called give-type verbs) in Rappaport Hovav and Levin's (2008) classification of dative verbs, cf. Marvin (to appear). So, verbs with the root meaning 'give', 'dispossess', 'show' and 'tell' in Slovenian are only found with the low applicative reading in ditransitive sentences, (23). 11 (a) (23) Binetu sem dala sok. Bine.dat aux given juice.acc 'I gave Bine some juice'., *'I gave some juice for Bine (so Bine wouldn't have to).' (b) Binetu sem pokazala sobo. Bine.dat aux shown room.acc 'I showed Bine the room.', *'I showed a room for Bine.' (c) Binetu sem povedal zgodbo.
Acta Linguistica
Bine.dat aux told story.acc 'I told Bine a story.', *'I told a story for Bine.'
Sentences with other dative verbs, a large group of which are the socalled send-type and throw-type verbs and which in Rappaport Hovav and Levin's classification show both caused motion and possession meaning, are ambiguous with respect to the two applicative readings.
Combining the two meanings with the two word orders
In this section we provide the tree structures of ditransitive sentences in Slovenian, taking into consideration the two possible orderings of the Theme and Goal as well as the two possible applicative meanings together with the semantic restriction discussed in section 3.1. The four combinations are summarized in Table 2 . In the word order DAT ≫ ACC ditransitive sentences with these verbs will yield two possible meanings with the corresponding structures, the low and the high applicative one, spelled out in trees like those in (21a-b) above. In both of these structures the dative DP asymmetrically c-commands the Theme DP; given Bruening's (2001) analysis we thus expect a frozen scope in both low and high reading, which is exactly the case in Slovenian, as shown in 2.2.
TATJANA MARVIN-ADRIAN STEGOVEC
If the word order is ACC ≫ DAT, the structure is not applicative, but a PDC, where the dative DP is a complement of a (phonologically null) prepositional head P, 12 as in (25).
12 One of the reviewers points out that positing a silent P does not explain why in Slovenian the Goal receives morphological dative in both applicative and PDC constructions. But note that such approaches to languages that seem to differentiate ditransitive constructions only in terms of word order have been explored before. For example in Bruening's (2001) analysis, a free scope in such cases is expected given the fact that in this structure the Theme DP and the Goal PP are two constituents in a symmetric relation. The semantic content of P can roughly be described as one establishing a goal/recipient relationship between the Theme and the dative DP, which is in line with Gračanin-Yuksek's proposal. 13 Given the semantics of P, which is very similar to the semantics of the low applicative, it is predicted that the word order ACC ≫ DAT can only yield an interpretation that comes close in meaning to the interpretation of a low applicative in (21a), but not a high-applicative-like interpretation. The data confirms this prediction, since even sentences with send-type and throw-type verbs never appear with the beneficiary reading found with these verbs in high applicatives in the DAT ≫ ACC word order. This fact is important because it argues for the existence of the PDC structure with a prepositional head that provides the meaning of a recipient goal for its complement DP and as such excludes any other meaning, e.g., a high applicative-like benefactive meaning. If we do not take into consideration the order of dative and accusative arguments and consequently posit this particular structure for the ACC ≫ DAT word order, then we cannot really explain why in this order the high applicative reading of the ditransitive sentence found in the DAT ≫ ACC order disappears when the order of arguments is reversed. The examples above show our prediction to be correct and in line with the results for the rest of the cases of ditransitives with focused and heavy NP shifted constituents.
Idiom formation
We indicated in section 2 that, based on the behavior of idioms, it cannot be proved (if not disproved) that Slovenian ditransitives are related to each other by A-scrambling or some other operation deriving one construction from another.
But assuming the theory of idiom formation presented in Bruening (2010a) we can make a stronger claim about the structures of Slovenian ditransitives, one that is in line with the structures proposed in this section.
Bruening's theory relies on the following principle (items (24), (25) and (26) from Bruening 2010a are repeated here as (33), (34) and (35), respectively): Assuming an asymmetric analysis of English ditransitives, this predicts the following three classes of ditransitive idioms as well as the unaccountability of the fourth class (item (34) from Bruening 2010a repeated here as (36)): give the same results when examined with standard tests for ditransitives, the only difference being that, in addition to the low applicative reading, Slovenian DAT ≫ ACC sentences can also show a high applicative reading that is lacking in English. The DAT ≫ ACC order in Slovenian can thus result in two possible structures: a DOC (or a low applicative as in Pylkkänen 2002; and a high applicative structure as in Pylkkä-nen (2002; . The ACC ≫ DAT order, however, is essentially a PDC (an analogue of the English to-object structure), where the dative DP is a complement of a phonologically null prepositional head P, which establishes the semantic relationship of a recipient goal between the Theme and the dative DP. Ditransitive sentences with the ACC ≫ DAT order are thus incapable of "acquiring" a high applicative reading, usually found with the reversed order of arguments. This paper adds new restrictions to different applicative readings in Slovenian, makes new claims about the nature of Slovenian ditransitive constructions, shows the link between the high and low applicative and the different ditransitive constructions, and opens up new questions about the nature of them for future research.
